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AMMA RESPONSE TO “OCA RESPONSE ”

The Advertising Mail Marketing Association (“AMMA”)  offers this response to

the “Office of the Consumer Advocate Response to Continuity Shippers Associations

Statement of Proposed Schedule” (the “OCA Response”). Had the Continuity Shippers

Association (“CSA”) requested a full blown analysis of both cost and cost coverage for

BPRS, the OCA would probably be right in urging that such an examination be deferred

until the next omnibus rate case. But that is not what CSA has proposed. The CSA

proposal is very straightforward and ought not to be misread. CSA points out that the

Postal Service has now produced empirically based information’ on the costs of BPRS

that are significantly below the costs on which BPRS rates were initially set. CSA

concludes, correctly AMMA believes, that an examination of the appropriate costs

coverage for the service should be undertaken by the Commission in order to establish

new rates appropriately aligned with what the Postal Service now presents as BPRS costs.

This is a genuinely modest proposal.

’ Like CSA, AMMA  does not concede for any purpose other than this proceeding that the Postal Service
BPRS cost study accurately reflects the costs of the BPRS offering



The OCA recognizes that “mailers would benefit if the BPRS rate is lowered,

even temporarily.” OCA Response at 4. The OCA’s  current unwillingness to recognize

that such proceedings are appropriate is starkly at odds with better reasoned positions that

the OCA has taken in the past. (“It [the OCA] also contends that price increases that

incidentally  increase system net revenue could be justified between general rate cases, if

they were needed to reflect such things as newly available cost data .“. Opinion and

Recommended Decision, Docket No. MC96-3  (1997) 16-17. Complaint cases are

equally appropriate mechanisms for quickly correcting rates that are shown, by new

evidence, to be inappropriately high. “. [T]he 1996 Complaint filed by the Advertising

Mail Marketing Association might have provided a forum for achieving equally

satisfactory results, at a much earlier point.” Opinion and Recommended Decision

Approving  Revised Stipulation and Agreement, Docket No. MC97-4  (1997), 1.

The OCA is equally wrong in urging that reasonable rate changes to reflect the

$.08  cost difference from what was assumed for purposes of the BPRS settlement in 1997

to what the Postal Service’s cost studies show is too modest to warrant Commission

action. The OCA relies on bad arithmetic to reach this conclusion. The OCA recites that

“A mechanical application of the [$.08]  difference in attributable costs while retaining

the same coverage would reduce the $1.75 BPRS rate by 8 cents to approximately

$1.67.” OCA Response at 5. Cost coverage of 156% applied to costs of $1.039 yields a

rate of $1.62, a saving to the mailer of $0.13 per piece. This is not trivial. More

tellingly, the OCA is just not in a good position to decide when rate decreases are of

insignificant consequence to mailers; it does not use the BPRS service. CSA (and other

AMMA members) do use this service and plainly believe that the application of
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reasonable markups to what all now know to be lower BPRS costs than those on which

the original rates were set are meaningful to mailers. They would otherwise not

undertake the cost of prosecuting a complaint proceeding in order to seek a remedy.

AMMA agrees with CSA that quick Commission revisitation to BPRS rates is

feasible and that rate relief for BPRS mailers is not only justifiable, but obligatory in the

interest of fairness. The OCA offers no meaningful counterweight to the values that will

be advanced by rapid Commission adjudication of the CSA complaint. The case should

not be held in abeyance, but promptly adjudicated to conclusion.

Respectfully submitted,

Venable, Ba&er,  Howard & Civiletti
1201 New York Avenue, N.W.
1 Oth  Floor
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 962-4800
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true copy of the foregoing AMMA Response To “OCA

Response” was served this sh day of October, 1999 via first-class mail, postage

prepaid to the following:

James R. O’Brien Linda Shepherd
Director, Distribution and Postal United Parcel Service
Affairs Corporate Strategy Group
Time Inc. 55 Glenlake  Parkway, N.E.
Time & Life Buildinn Atlanta, GA 303283498
Suite 605
Rockefeller Center
New York, New York 10020-1393

John M. Burzio
Thomas W. McLaughlin
Burzio & McLaughlin
Canal Square, Suite 540
1054 31st  Street, NW.
Washington, DC 20007-4403
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David B. Popkin
Post Office Box 528
Englewood, NJ 0763

Timothy J. May, Esq
Patton Boggs, L.L.P.
2550 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037-1350

Dana T. Ackerly,  II, Esquire
Covington & Burling
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
P.O. Box 7566
Washington, DC 20044-7566

Lawrence G. But
Project Performance Corp.
7600 Colshire  Drive, 5th Floor
McLean, VA 22 102

John E. McKeever
Piper & Marbury,  L.L.P.
3400 Two Logan Square
18th & Arch Streets
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2799

Pierce Myers
Executive Vice President
Parcel Shippers Association
1211 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.,
Suite 610
Washington, DC 20036

Ted P. Gerarden
Office of Consumer Advocate
Postal Rate Commission
1333 H Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20268-0001

Coleman W. Hoyt
Saddlebow Farm
235 1 N. Bridgewater Road
Woodstock, VT 05091-9670
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Aaron Horowitz
200 Corporate Woods Parkway
Vernon Hills, IL 60061-3167

Daniel J. Foucheaux, Jr.
Chief Counsel - Ratemaking
United States Postal Service
475 L’Enfant  Plaza, S.W.
Washington, DC.  20260-I 145
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